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OPINION

PER CURIAM:

Dennis Fort appeals from the district court order denying his "Mo-
tion to Return Property or Just Compensation." We affirm.

Fort's motion involves the forfeiture of a vehicle seized from his
possession and forfeited via a default judgment under 21 U.S.C.
§ 881(a)(4) (1994). The vehicle was titled to Fort's father, who
received notice and made a timely claim. Fort, however, contends that
he was the actual owner of the vehicle and was therefore entitled to
notice under 19 U.S.C.A. § 1607 (West 1994 & Supp. 1997). He
alleges that he did not receive this notice and requests the return of
the vehicle or just compensation.

Although Fort was in possession of the vehicle and now claims to
be the true owner, there is no indication that he previously claimed
ownership of the vehicle. On these facts, we conclude that the Gov-
ernment lacked sufficient cause to be aware of Fort's alleged interest.
See United States v. $321,470.00, U.S. Currency , 874 F.2d 298 (5th
Cir. 1989) (providing that claim of possession, standing alone, is gen-
erally insufficient to confer standing). Further, Fort cannot credibly
assert that he was unaware of the vehicle's seizure as the facts clearly
indicate that Fort was present at the time. The record also contains a
copy of the notice allegedly provided to Fort at the time of seizure.
All of these facts lead us to conclude that Fort had actual knowledge
of the seizure.

Addressing Fort's contention that the notice of forfeiture contained
in the record was falsified by the signatory officer, we believe that
Fort's actual notice, coupled with the fact that the evidence demon-
strated a clear governmental right to forfeiture of the property, pre-
vents him from recovering either the vehicle or just compensation
therefore.
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Fort's remaining claims, that the seizing officer violated 18
U.S.C.A. § 1001 (West 1994 & Supp. 1997), and that he was entitled
to additional notice once the forfeiture moved from an administrative
to a judicial forum are without merit. Accordingly, we affirm the dis-
trict court's order. We dispense with oral argument because the facts
and legal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before
the court and argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED
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